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Ms. Melinda Rogers
CEG/CEVSP

501DeL.eon Street, Suite 101
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-5133

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS) for
Military Family Housing Demolition, Construction, Renovation, and
Leasing (DCR&L) Program at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field, Florida

Dear Ms. Rogers:

Consistent with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section
(102)(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4 has reviewed the above RDEIS for
the proposed DCR&L Program at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field, Florida and is providing

“the following comments for your consideration in the development of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). EPA also provided you comments for the DEIS
in a letter dated May 23, 2005 and July 2006.

The RDEIS states that:
“Responsible Agency: U.S. Air Force

Proposals and Actions: This Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) describes the potential consequences to the human and natural environment from
the implementation of various alternatives for implementing the MHPI at Eglin AFB and
Hurlburt Field, Florida. Proposed Action — The Air Force proposes to implement the
MHPI by conveying all existing Military Family Housing (MFH) housing units (up to
2.406) distributed among several parcels of land located on Eglin AFB and Hurlburt
Field, including infrastructure and utilities, to a private real estate development and
property management company. Of the existing units, the developer would demolish up
to 2,257 dwellings, renovate 2 units in place, and accept the Air Force’s conveyance of
138 existing units ‘““as is.” The private developer would construct 1,684 new units (470
units at Hurlburt Field and 1,214 units at Eglin AFB) and return 9 historic units (5
historic units located at Georgia Avenue on Eglin AFB and 4 historic units at Camp
Pinchot) to the Air Force for adaptive reuse for purposes other than residential housing
(e.g., offices, meeting places, etc.) once replacement units are constructed. At completion
of the project, a private developer would own and operate 1,824 units on behalf of Eglin
AFB and Hurlburt Field. As part of the Proposed Action, the Air Force would relocate
the existing Family Camping and paintball facilities. Activities described under the
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Proposed Action would be common across all alternatives. The alternatives for MHPI
differ in the distribution of MFH at Eglin AFB. Alternative 1 (Parcel D1) — In addition to
activities described under the Proposed Action, Alternative 1 consists of construction of
up to 1,214 new MFH units at Parcel D1 (includes Old Plew and New Plew housing, and
an undeveloped area) on Eglin Main Base. Alternative 2 (Parcel D1 and B2/B3) —
Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1 except up to 320 new MFH units could be
constructed at Parcels B2 (existing Capehart/Wherry housing) and B3 (undeveloped) on
Eglin Main Base and the remaining units (minimum of 894) could be

constructed at Parcel D1. No Action Alternative — the Air Force would not implement the
Proposed Action at Eglin or Hurlburt Field. Instead, the Air Force would continue to
manage/maintain and replace/upgrade MFH in accordance with existing Air Force policy
and resources......... Designation: Supplemental DEIS - This document constitutes the
third revision of the DEIS. The first iteration of the DEIS was released to the public in
April 2005; the second iteration was released to the public in April 2006. Prior to
finalization of the EIS several circumstances arose that caused the Air Force to revise the
scope of the MHPI and develop a third iteration of the EIS. The main difference between
this EIS and the previous two iterations is that no parcels outside the main base areas of
Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field would be utilized for housing, and the total number of
housing units required for Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field has been reduced. The actions
proposed in the previous EIS iterations have been abandoned, and this EIS is addressing
an entirely new set of proposals.”

EPA COMMENTS TO 2008 DEIS

1. The EPA comments made to the 2005 (Attachment # 1) and 2006 (Attachment
#2) Draft EIS’s still apply to the scope of work from the 2005 and 2006 DEIs that
remain in this third 2008 DEIS revision. Attached you will find an electronic
copy of the May 23, 2005 comments letter (Attachment # 1) and the June 2006
comments letter (Attachment # 2).

2. Page 2-28, Section 2.4.1 “No Action Alternative”, Linel1. This Supplemental
DEIS addresses a narrow portion of the changes that will occur at Eglin over the
next several years. The BRAC recommendations, for example, will bring
thousands of new people to the area. Will the housing plans discussed in this
supplemental DEIS be adequate for the changes in population that will occur as a
result of BRAC and other upcoming actions?

3. Page 3-4, Section 3.1.2 Lines 7 to 10 should read “Widening SR-85 to six lanes
from 12th Avenue to SR-189 to Widening SR-85 from a specific number of
lanes to six lanes from 12th Avenue to SR-189.

4. Page 3-10, Section 3.1.2, Line 26 should update job growth comparison made
between 2001, 2005 and 2007 to include the current 2008 job market.

5. Page 3-27, Section 3.4.3, Linel7 explanation should be included justifying why
the analysis did not address air quality issues associated with operational activities
at Eglin AFB after the completion of construction.

6. Page 3-28, Section 3.5.2, Line 12 the DEIS should include in the appendix a copy
of the AFOSH. The appendix should also include comments made by agencies
that offered comments on the DEIS.




7. Page 3-31, Section 3.6.2, Line 4 EPA recommends the Air Force makes ensure
the developer handle and dispose all hazardous materials properly and disposed in
licensed sanitary landfills, that hazardous material are handled and disposed
according to local, state, federal rules, regulations and guidelines; the Clean Water
Act (to include RCRA and CERCLA requirements).

8. Page 3-32, Section 3.6.2, Line 6 the Air Force should handle these USTs
according to the State and Federal rules regulations and guidelines. The FEIS
should address the issue of removing or not removing them and should include
state and federal documentation concurring/not concurring with the final Air
Force decision.

9. Page 3.42, Section 3.7.2, Line 18 the Air Force should ensure the BRAC EIS
addresses the F-35 noise issue. The Air Force should require the housing
contractors to use noise abatement materials in housing located in areas exposed
to over 65dBA so that the noise in the housing is maintained under the 65dBA.

10. Page 3-60, Section 3.10.2, Line 32 since an archaeological survey has not being
completed in Parcel D2 the results of the survey should be included in the Final
EIS.

11. Page 3-86, Section 3.11.3, Line 28 the Air Force must ensure developers obtain
and comply with the components of the permits.

12. Page 3-87, Section 3.12.1, Line 20 EPA defers to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
(USFWS) to comment on threatened and endangered and sensitive species (TES).
However, the Air Force should consider using the EPA points system to keep
abreast of new endangered species in the area. The endangered species
mentioned are the eastern indigo snake and the golfer tortoise more listing of
precautions should be added to ensure the animals safety.

13. Page 4-11, Section4.1.3, Table 4-6, Peak Hour Trips, the “AM Exiting” numbers,
appear not to be correct.

14. Page 4-28, Section 4.4.1, Line 29 this DEIS should include what type or types of
facilities the Air Force wants to have constructed so that air quality issues
associated with this construction and demolition can be somewhat identified
before the work is done so that air pollution standards and permits are not
violated.

15. The EPA recommends that since soil disturbance associated with the construction
and demolition could generate considerable amounts of erosion and
environmental harm, the Air Force should require and monitor the contractors to
apply stringent controls to minimize potential adverse impacts on groundwater
and surface water. The FEIS should require that the contractors do the work
according to the local and State of Florida erosion and sediment rules and
guidelines; the Clean Water Act; the required state and COE permits and the
Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain Management and the and EO 11990 -
Protection of Wetlands. Runoff controls should be updated periodically for the
duration of the construction (e.g., every 2-3 months) and maintained to help
ensure success (e.g., silt fences emptied and hay bales replaced).

16. Page 5-4, Section 5.2.4, Line 19 Only limited mitigation activities are discussed in
the section. The Air Force should consider actions that can avoid air quality
impacts including, but not limited to:



a. A ban on open burning — all matenals that might otherwise be burned should be
recycled to the extent feasible to avoid health and visibility impacts.

b. Minimizing dust and debris generated during demolition and construction. What
measures are planned for dust suppression?

c. Construction limited to the smallest footprint feasible to avoid environmental
degradation and reduce the amount of dust generated during construction.

d. Maintenance of the maximum amount of trees feasible within the project area
during construction to reduce footprint, noise and dust dispersion during
construction.

e. Installation of the latest air pollution control devices on all construction
equipment (see EPA’s Verified Technologies List for diesel engines at
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/retrofit/verif-list.htm).

f.  Use of ultra low sulfur fuel exclusively for construction equipment.

Restriction on the time that engines involved in construction may be left to idle.
In order to minimize future emissions, the Air Force might consider instituting a
shuttle service, to serve the various areas of Eglin Air Force Base and Hurlburt
Field, thereby reducing the need for many single vehicle short trips.

17. Page 6-9, Section 6.3.9, Line 21 the Air Force should not assume but should
require the developer to use noise abatement materials in housing located in areas
exposed to over 65dBA so that the noise in the housing is maintained under the
65dBA.

18. The EPA suggests the recommendations made by Green Building to be followed
whenever possible. Green or sustainable building is the practice of creating
healthier and more resource-efficient models of construction, renovation,
operation, maintenance, and demolition. Research and experience increasingly
demonstrate that when buildings are designed and operated with their lifecycle
impacts in mind, they can provide great environmental, economic, and social
benefits. Elements of Green Building includes:

Smart Growth and Sustainable Development

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

Water Stewardship

Environmentally Preferable Building Materials and Specifications
Waste Reduction

Toxics

Indoor Environments

You can find more EPA information on Green Building at
www.epa.gov/greenbuilding

19. Enclosed you will find a generic check list of items that could help facilitate your
compliance with the NEPA regulations (Attachment # 3).

The EPA supports your project. However before we can concur with the FEIS the
above comments need to be addressed. Based on these comments, the EPA rates



your DEIS document as EC-2 that is; we have environmental concerns about
aspects of its implementation and request that the identified information, data,
analyses, or discussion be included in the FEIS.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS. Should you
have questions regarding our comments, you may wish to contact Rafael
Santamaria at (404/562-8376 or santamaria.rafael@epa.gov of my staff.

Sincerely, .
oo b {
S LA

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
EPA Program Office



ATTACHMENT # 1

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4 ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 300303-8960

May 23, 2005

Ms. Julia Cantrell

HQ AFCEE/ISM

3300 Sydney Brooks Road

Brooks City-Base, TX 78235-5112

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Housing Upgrades at
Eglin Air Force Base and Hurlburt Field, Florida

Dear Ms. Cantrell:

Pursuant to Section (102)(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1996, EPA, Region 4 has reviewed the subject document, an evaluation of a
proposed program to demolish, construct, renovate, and lease military family housing at
Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) and Hurlburt Field, Florida in an effort to “privatize” aging
housing assets.

‘ Specifically, this action would entail conveying 2,739 housing units distributed
among several parcels of land located on Elgin and Hurlburt, including infrastructure and
utilities, to a private real estate developer and property management company. The
private company would demolish a minimum of 2,590 existing dwellings, renovate two
units in place, and accept 138 existing units “as is.” Demolition activities would take
place over approximately 1,000 acres of land area. The private developer would construct
2,015 new units in phases. Housing units located in the Historic District would be either
demolished or returned to the Air Force for adaptive reuse, other than housing. The
property on which the new housing is built would be leased to the developer for a period
of 50 years.

In addition to the no action alternative, the draft EIS identified six proposed
action alternatives that differ primarily in the location and density of new housing. All



action alternatives result in varying degrees of impact to the environment and historic
resources. Potential environmental and public health concerns included, but not limited
to:

Impacts to local surface water quality due to polluted stormwater runoff during
and after construction, as well as boat dock construction;
Impacts to wildlife and threatened and endangered species due to loss of habitat;

Impacts associated with land use compatibility, viewsheds, local property values

due to inconsistent development adjacent to existing housing communities;

Impacts to traffic due to the relocation of families from Halburt Field and/or

Eglin; and,

Impacts to cultural and archaeological resources due to demolition of historic

buildings or removal of archeological resources.

We have identified a number of concemns with this report and recommend that the
Air Force address these issues in the final EIS document. Our concerns and
recommendations are listed below.
1 The DEIS presents a total of seven alternatives, including a No Action
Alternative. The number of alternatives are excessive and confusing. Please simplify to
three or four alternatives at most, including the no action alternative. In addition, the
characterization of potential environmental and human health impacts, and proposed
actions to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate these impacts within each alternative should
be complete. Doing so will result in improved project planning, reduced construction
costs and foster acceptability among interested parties.
2 Elgin Air Force Base must comply with new NPDES Phase 1I requirements yet
little, if any, required best management practices are included in this report. For example,
post-development stormwater runoff must be controlled both in terms of quantity and
quality. How will this project adequately address this new requirement? What guidelines
will be used to determine appropriate stormwater management control devices for these
sites? Who will be responsible for maintaining the stormwater infrastructure? Who will
conduct inspections during and after construction to determine if the structures are
performing appropriately? Who and how will enforcement of the new regulations take
place?
3 The document does not adequately define sensitive areas and species and so is
limited in its ability to ensure unacceptable impacts will not occur. Authors state that if
sensitive areas are not adequately avoided and/or if new species become listed as
endangered, the Air Force will address the necessity for supplemental environmental
documentation consistent with NEPA. The DEIS indicates that all alternatives except
alternative 2 will have great potential to impact biological resources due to the extensive
amount of land proposed to be cleared. Given this fact, a comprehensive assessment of
environmental resources should be completed and significant results included in the
development and evaluation of proposed alternatives in the FEIS.
4 The DEIS does not address details of the proposed locations and construction of
the structures leaving these and other significant items to the developer yet to be
identified. We recommend that these important issues be addressed to a greater extent by



the Air Force prior to selection of a developer. This is important for many reasons, one
being the developer to be selected must demonstrate experience and expertise in building
sustainable military housing. We also recommend that the Air Force and chosen
developer utilize “smart growth” concepts in the design and construction of new housing.
Smart growth concepts, such as conservation subdivisions and compact building design,
facilitate preservation of open space and critical environmental areas as well as improved
stormwater management and an enhanced quality of life for military families living both
on and off base.

5 Residents living adjacent to the military base have expressed concern that the
military’s proposed multi-family will be inconsistent with the current zoning regulations
and housing types. The document does not address how these concerns will be adequately
addressed. EPA recommends that Air Force representatives work with the local
government and citizens to ensure that future development on the base is consistent with
the local comprehensive plan and adequately addresses the issues raised by nearby
residents.

6 Finally, the demolition of historic structures is a concern to EPA and should be
avoided. The document states that alternative 2 is the only alternative resulting in no
impacts to cultural resources, and that alternatives 3 and 5 (the preferred alternative)
result in the greatest impact to cultural resources. We recognize that the document states
that close coordination with the Florida SHPO will take place and so we defer to this
Agency with the hope that historical structures and archeological artifacts will be
preserved to the greatest extent possible.

In summary, we support the proposed project but request additional information
and clarification on the above issues before we can concur with the final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for Housing Upgrades at Eglin Air Force Base and Hurlburt
Field, Florida. Therefore, we rate the DEIS document as EC-2 (environmental concerns
with insufficient information provided).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. EPA is available to assist you in
the development and implementation of the above recommendations to improve the
document and resulting project. If we can be of further assistance in this matter, Ms.
Catherine Fox (404-562-9578) will serve as initial point of contact.

Sincerely yours,

/S/ Heinz J. Mueller
Chief Office of Environmental Assessment



ATTACHMENT #2

June 2006 EPA Eglin DEIS Comments

Ms. Julia Cantrell

HQ AFCEE/ISM

3300 Sydney Brooks Road

Brooks City-Base, TX 78235-5112

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS) for
Military Family Housing Demolition, Construction, Renovation, and
Leasing (DCR&L) Program at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field, Florida

Dear Ms. Cantrell:

Consistent with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section
(102)(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4 has reviewed the above RDEIS for
the proposed DCR&L Program at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field, Florida and is providing
the following comments for your consideration in the development of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). EPA also provided you comments for the DEIS
in a letter dated May 23, 2005.

The RDEIS states that:
“Purpose

The purpose of the Proposed Action and alternatives is to replace Eglin AFB and
Hurlburt’s

on-base MFH through demolition, construction, renovation, and the leasing of housing
implemented through privatization. Privatization utilizes private sector investment and
efficiency to accelerate the improvement of base housing. It makes efficient use of
limited resources for building and renovating military housing faster and at a lower cost —
the result being quality, affordable housing for Eglin AFB and Hurlburt service members.

Need for the Action

The need for the Proposed Action’s to provide adequate housing to Eglin AFB and
Hurlburt’s military families. In Evaluating its current stock of housing units, the
Department of Defense (DOD) has determined that the current condition of DOD-owned
housing is poor (OSD, 2004). About 60 percent of DOD units need to be renovated or
replaced (OSD, 2004). At Eglin AFB and Hurlburt, approximately 76 percent of housing
units are more than 30 years old and do not meet current Air Force housing standards as
established by MFH size standards. The Air Force estimates the costs to renovate or



replace the housing units to be $18.1 million for Hurlburt and 144 million for Eglin AFB
(U.S. Air Force, 2003 and 2003a).

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Proposed Action

........ The following activities comprise the Proposed Action, are common to all
alternatives, and would occur across all alternatives (except the No action alternative).
Therefore, the EIS refers to them as commonalities. The requirements of the Housing
Privatization Request for proposal (RFP), the 2003 HRMA, and future land use and
planning needs determined the commonalities.

The Air Force would convey all existing housing to a private developer.

The developer would demolish 2,590 housing units (does not include Camp
Pinchot historic buildings, as demolition is alternative-dependent).

The developer would construct 2,015 new units consisting of a mixture of 2-,
3- and 4-bedroom single-family structures and multiplex units.

Leasehold interest inland areas with existing housing areas that the developer
demolishes but does not utilize for redevelopment would terminate upon the
demolition and removal of all required units and the Air Force’s reasonable
satisfaction with the developer’s performance on the conditions of the lease
agreement. The developer would return this land to the Air Force.

The Air Force would lease all areas supporting family housing units (both
conveyed and newly constructed, for a total of 2,155) to the developer for
period of 50 years. At the end of the 50-year lease the Air Force and the
developer would negotiate the disposition of the property and housing units
and infrastructure.

The developer would complete all phases of the
transition/demolition/construction portion of the project within 10 years of
lease closing.

Hurlburt Field:

0 Southside Manor:

e The Air Force would convey 13 units to the developer
as-is.

e The developer would renovate | unit in-place.

e Atadensity of 2, 3, 4, or 6 units per acre, the developer
would potentially construct 90, 120, or 180 units at
Southside Manor respectively.



e The developer would potentially construct three boat
docks at Southside Manor, listed as a desired feature in
the privatization RFP.

e The developer would not construct new homes on
existing Live Oak Terrace and Pine Shadows housing
areas. The Air Force would reserve these areas for other
future military operational uses.

e FEglin AFB:

o The Air Force would convey 126 units at Hidden Oaks to the developer
as-is.

o The Air Force would convey 5 housing units at Georgia Avenue to the
developer with a deed restriction requiring that the developer’s interest
terminate when 5 suitable housing units are constructed (effectively
replacing Georgia Avenue homes). The Air Force would the reuse the 5
Georgia Avenue units for offices or similar activities.

o Depending on alternative selection, the developer or the Air Force would
either demolish or actively reuse the Camp Pinchot Historic District for
purpose other than residential housing.

o Boat docks at Camp Pinchot would remain intact.

Overall, demolition activities would take place over approximately 1,000
acres of land area.”

EPA Comments
Page ES-4, Line 33

The Air Force Preferred Alternative #6 calls for adaptive reuse of Camp Pinchot Historic
District. Therefore this sentence should be reworded and the word “demolished” should
be left out in this part of the FEIS and in all other parts throughout the FEIS where this
demolition is found in reference to Camp Pinchot, Alternative #6. Any demolition
should be done according to FLSHPO and the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) rules, regulations and guidelines.

Page ES -7, Line 24

“*Adaptive reuse” should be defined at this point or cross-referenced with the definition
shown on page 4-3, Line 28.



Page ES-13, Line 1,

The RDEIS state that: “The Air Force does not anticipate impacts to traditional American
Indian resources under any of the alternatives.”

This sentence should be cross-referenced with the write up place in the FEIS where
comments from Native American Indians Organizations and or Tribes were requested by
the Air Force and what comments were received from them.

Page ES-17, Line 21

The RDEIS states that: “‘Once the logistic details of BRAC are better defined, the Air
Force would address the cumulative nature of BRAC actions in regard to other actions in
the region, including this action, in BRAC NEPA documentation.”

EPA recommends that the Air Force should make sure to address in the FEIS these
cumulative actions once the logistic details of BRAC are better defined. The FEIS
should discuss the efforts the Air Force is making to obtain and better define the logistic
details of BRAC in reference to the cumulative actions affecting this region. If a
supplemental FEIS is needed to address the many unknown issues related to this project,
and that would possibly affect it, EPA strongly recommends it should be done.

Page ES - 18, Line 39

The RDEIS states that: “The developer would handle and dispose of all hazardous
materials in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and Air Force Instructions.”

EPA recommends the Air Force to ensure the developer handle and dispose all hazardous
materials properly and disposed in licensed sanitary landfills, that hazardous material are
handled and disposed according to local, state, federal rules, regulations and guidelines;
the Clean Water Act (to include RCRA and CERCLA requirements).

Page ES-19, Line 2
The RDEIS states that: “In most cases archaeological sites can be avoided. However, in
the event that the developer cannot avoid these sites, the Air Force or developer would

implement mitigations developed during the NHPA consultation process.”

EPA recommends the Air Force monitor the contractor to ensure compliance with the
implementation of mitigations if developer cannot avoid these archaeological sites.

Page ES-20, Line 24 - Permitting and Regulatory Requirements

EPA recommends the Air Force monitors the contractor to ensure compliance with the
implementation of all of these permitting and regulatory requirements. Disposal of



federal property should be done according to federal regulations for disposal of federal
property.

Page 1-1, Line 19

EPA recommends Figures 1-1, 2-1 and 2-19 should be bounded together in the FEIS
document.

Line 30

EPA recommends the “adaptive reuse” terminology be cross referenced to with the
definition found on Page 4-3, Line 26.

Lines 33 to 37

EPA recommends this paragraph be rewritten in the FEIS, i.e., the Air Force has already
made the decision that “the preferred alternative” is Alternative Number 6 and in this
alternative Camp Pinchot is not going to be demolished.

Line 19

EPA recommends Figures 1-1, 2-1 and 2-19 should be bounded together in the FEIS
document

Page 1-9, Line 1

Since the Air Force had a change in Preferred alternative, it would be very beneficial to
ensure the public is well informed at all times through frequent meetings, flyers,
announcements and public hearings to secure their support and input for the project as
shown on Page 2-17, Line 28. In addition, if the Air Force needed to make additional
changes and/or adjustments of any kind during construction, they could be made in a
timely manner at a little or no cost and with better environmental results.

Page 2-18, Line 17

EPA recommends the FEIS include the number of acres of wetlands involved in the
expansion.

Page 2-27, Line 21

EPA recommends the Air Force require the contractor protect any archaeological sites
according to the NHPA and also the FLSHPO rules, regulations and guidelines.



Page 2-31, Alternative 6

EPA recommends that since Alternative 6 is the “Preferred Alternative”, it should be
individually evaluated, i.e., without reference to the impacts attendant to other
alternatives.

Page 2-35, Biological Resources, Line 11

The RDEIS states: “Coordination with Eglin’s Natural Resources Branch for additional
surveys to ensure no sensitive species are in the area at the time of project initiation
would be required.”

EPA recommends that the Air Force conduct these additional surveys before project
initiation.

Page 2-47, Line 1 - Soil Runoff

The EPA recommends that since soil disturbance associated with the construction could
generate considerable amounts of erosion and environmental harm, the Air Force should
require and monitor the contractor to apply stringent controls to minimize potential
adverse impacts on groundwater and surface water. The FEIS should require that the
contractor do the work according to the local and Sate of Florida erosion and sediment -
rules and guidelines; the Clean Water Act; the required state and COE permits and the
Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain Management and the and EO 11990 - Protection of
Wetlands. Runoff controls should be updated periodically for the duration of the
construction (e.g., every 2-3 months) and maintained to help ensure success (e.g., silt
fences emptied and hay bales replaced).

Page 2-51 — Hazardous Materials/Waste, Linel8

The RDEIS states: “Consequently, asbestos surveys must be performed on buildings (that
have not already undergone survey) prior to renovation/demolition.”

EPA recommends that the Air Force ensure the necessary additional asbestos surveys are
conducted prior to renovation/demolition and/or before project initiation.

Line 37

In addition to the detailed hazardous waste handling procedures outlined in Section
2.7.10.2 Management Actions, EPA recommends the Air Force should ensure the solid
waste debris, solid wastes, chemicals and hazardous materials be properly handled by
licensed contractors and disposed in licensed sanitary landfills according to the type of
waste; that chemicals and hazardous material be disposed of according to local, state,
Federal and Clean Water Act (including RCRA and CERCLA) rules, regulations,
guidelines and requirements.



Page 2-53, Line 2

In addition to the listed BMPs to minimize potential noise issues, the EPA recommends
that contractors be encouraged to operate and maintain all equipment according to
manufacturer’s specifications and recommendations.

Page 3-21, Environmental Justice (EJ)

The FEIS should discuss in detail if there were any EJ community involvement, follow-
up analyses, and/or outreach efforts performed. Also, what impact will the project have
on minority businesses?

Page 3-30, Line 14 - Identify with Cultural Resources

EPA Recommends the Air Force continue to work diligently with NHPA, FLSHPO,
ACHP and American Indian Tribes/organizations (including consultation with the Native
American

Graves and Repatriation Act - NAGPRA) to identify National Register-eligible
archaeological sites and to ensure the extensive cultural resource surveys and further
evaluations are carried out in order to minimize the adverse impacts to historic properties
in the project areas.

Line 30

The initials CEVH should be listed in the List of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Symbols
Page 3-37, Line 20

The RDEIS states that: “In the event burials are located during future ground-disturbing
activities, procedures for unexpected discoveries would be followed.” The EPA
recommends the Air Force should monitor the contractor to ensure compliance with this
statement.

Line 37

EPA recommends that since prehistoric archaeological site 8OK 168 testing and
evaluation determined that the site was ineligible for listing on the National Register.
The FEIS should make reference to the place where the testing and evaluation
information is found.

Page 3-38, Line 2

The initials NAGPRA should be listed in the List of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and
Symbols

Page 3-48, Line 24



The EPA notices the RDEIS states: A threatened species is any species that is likely to
become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion
of its range. Eglin has developed an overall goal within the Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan to continue to protect and maintain populations of native threatened
and endangered plant and animal species within the guidelines of ecosystem management
(U.S. Air Force, 2002).” This is a proactive approach to protect sensitive species and to
comply with the law and the Air Force is to be commended. The FEIS should include
portions of this Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and reference should be
made as to where or how it could be accessed.

Page 3-58, Line 6 — Wetlands

EPA recommends the Air Force protect wetlands, groundwater, bays, aquifers, bayous,
creeks/rivers, lakes, sounds and etc., water quality per State of Florida and Federal laws
and regulations, the Clean Water Act and EO 11990 - Protection of Wetlands and EO
11988 - Flood Plain Management from the pollution associated with this project’s
demolition and construction.

Page 3-61, Line 9 Soils

The EPA recommends that since soil disturbance associated with the construction and
demolition could generate considerable amounts of erosion and environmental harm, the
Air Force should require and monitor the contractor to apply stringent controls to
minimize potential adverse impacts on groundwater and surface water. The FEIS should
require that the contractor do the work according to the local and Sate of Florida erosion
and sediment rules and guidelines; the Clean Water Act; the required state and COE
permits and the Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain Management and the and EO 11990
- Protection of Wetlands. Runoff controls should be updated periodically for the duration
of the construction (e.g., every 2-3 months) and maintained to help ensure success (e.g.,
silt fences emptied and hay bales replaced).

Page 3-68, Line 9 — Hazardous Materials/Waste

In addition to the detailed hazardous waste handling procedures outlined in Section
2.7.10.2 Management Actions, and Section 3.10 Hazardous Materials/Waste, EPA
recommends the Air Force should ensure the solid waste debris, solid wastes, chemicals
and hazardous materials be properly handled by licensed contractors and disposed in
licensed sanitary landfills; that chemicals and hazardous material be disposed of
according to local, state, Federal and Clean Water Act (including RCRA and CERCLA)
rules, regulations, guidelines and requirements.

Page 3-69, Line 33

The initials CEG/CEVC, CES/CEYV should be listed in the List of Acronyms,
Abbreviations, and Symbols.



Page 3-77, Line 19

The Air Force should ensure that the construction and demolition debris from the MFH
be properly handled by licensed contractors and disposed in licensed sanitary landfills for
each type of debris.

Page 3-80, Line 28

The RDEIS states that: “A comprehensive characterization of surface vehicle traffic noise
for roadways within the area of influence has not been accomplished.” The FEIS should
explain in detail why this noise characterization is not necessary.

Page 3-81, Line 13

The RDEIS states that: “Noise for the NSC has not been modeled though it is used
extensively by aircraft traveling to and from Eglin, and by commercial aircraft (U.S. Air
Force, 2003¢).” The FEIS should explain why NSC noise has not been modeled.

Page 4-2, Line 2

The DREIS states that: “...specific mitigation measures associated with these permits
and regulations are unknown at this time as they are dependent on the ultimate project
design approved by the Air Force and the associated permit requirements mandated by
the associated regulatory agencies.”

EPA recommends the Air Force include in the FEIS as many of the specific mitigated
measures as possible along with documentation showing the efforts made by the Air
Force to obtain them from the regulatory agencies. The Air Force should include in the
FEIS a list of specific mitigated measures that could be obtained at a later date and
approximately when those specific mitigated measures will be obtained and when will
they be implemented.

Page 4-2, Line 32

If the BMPs would further offset or minimize potential impacts on the environment, EPA
recommends, they should be required and implemented by the Air Force.

Page 474, Line 2
The RDEIS states that:

“Wetlands

No construction and demolition activities would occur within wetland areas under any
alternative. As aresult, there would be no direct impacts to wetlands. Indirect impacts,



such as erosion and sediment transport into wetland areas associated wit demolition
activities, would be minimal given the implementation of management actions and
mitigations and BMPs associated with permitting requirements.

For construction activities, maintenance of a 50-foot buffer from any adjacent wetlands
or surface waters would result in no permitting issues with the USACE and FDEP.
Studies show that this buffer would help control erosion and protect water resources from
neighboring land uses and nutrient inputs such as fertilizers, leaking sewage lines and
animal waste (Wenger, 1999).

Floodplains

Portions of the Sound side Manor location currently reside within a 100-year floodplain.
Demolition of 1 unit would occur within the floodplain but no new construction would
occur. Demolition activities in this area would not result in the alteration of the existing
condition of the floodplain as this area is currently a residential area. The Air Force does
not anticipate adverse impacts to the existing baseline functionality or utility of the
floodplain in this are. The developer would not fill, alter, or construct in floodplains in
any of the other project areas or alternative locations.”

The EPA recommends that the Air Force should monitor and ensure the contractor uses
methods with the least environmental adverse impacts on groundwater, streams, lakes,
bays, bayous, sounds, wetlands and flood plains associated with the housing demolition,
land clearing, construction, and operations, as well as boat dock construction and
operations on the various

(Not counting wetlands) sites that cover approximately 860 acres. The FEA should state
that the work should be done according to the local, Sate of Florida erosion and sediment
rules and guidelines; the Clean Water Act; the required state and COE permits and the
Executive Orders 11988 - Floodplain Management and EO 11990 - Protection of
Wetlands. Runoff controls should be updated periodically for the duration of the
construction (e.g., every 2-3 months) and maintained to help ensure success (e.g., siit
fences emptied and hay bales replaced).

Page 4-88, Line 28

The Air Force should handle these ASTs and USTs according to the State and Federal
rules regulations and guidelines. The FEIS should address the issue of removing or not
removing them and should include state and federal documentation concurring/not
concurring with the final Air Force decision.

Page 5-12, Line 1
EPA recommends The FEIS should include the latest cumulative impacts (total impacts

including direct and indirect impacts) analysis as they affect the air quality in the area due
to the size and nature of the project including the emissions associated with BRAC.




In addition, EPA recommends that the contractors be encouraged to maintain and operate
all construction equipment per manufacturer’s specifications and recommendations to
minimize air emissions. The Air Force should also consider offering an incentive for
contractors to specify the use of retrofitted diesel equipment or purchase of available
ultra-low diesel fuel in their bids. The FEA should address the impact of the construction
on the air quality if some or all of the construction could be done at night.

Page 5-12, Line 20

The comments made above on Page ES-17, Line 21 also apply to this portion of the
RDEIS.

Page 5-13 Line 17. In addition to the listed BMPs to minimize potential noise issues, the
EPA recommends the Air Force that during construction, noise impacts, could be
minimized by limiting any unnecessary noise during construction and by encouraging
contractors to operate and maintain all equipment according to manufacturer’s
specifications and recommendations.

The EPA supports your project. However before we can concur with the FEIS the above
comments need to be addressed. Based on these comments, the EPA rates your RDEIS
document as EC-2 that is; we have environmental concerns about aspects of its
implementation and request that the identified information, data, analyses, or discussion
be included in the FEIS.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the RDEIS. Should you have
questions regarding our comments, you may wish to contact Rafael Santamaria at
(404/562-8376 or santamaria.rafael @cpa.gov of my staff.

Sincerely,
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Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office



ATTACHMENT #3

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION 4
NEPA CHECK LIST
Consistent with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4 offers the following general comments/suggestions
for your consideration/inclusion that could help facilitate your compliance with the
NEPA regulations.

1. DEA development must be consistent with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act

2. Should include clear conclusions why the Preferred Alternative was selected. The
“Preferred Alternative” should be individually evaluated, i.e., without solely referencing
to the impacts attendant to other alternatives.

3. The DEA should have a complete list of abbreviations, definitions, acronyms and
symbols

4. Similar subjects/terminologies should be cross-referenced with like definition
shown/found on other document’s pages.

5. The DEA should be specific and describe what facilities or portions of the facilities
will be demolished and when. Any deconstruction (demolition) should be done
according to the state Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA)’s rules, regulations and guidelines and should ensure disposal
of federal property is done according to federal regulations for disposal of federal
property. Ensure the demolition and construction debris be properly handled by licensed
contractors (if needed) and disposed in licensed sanitary landfills for each type of debris.

In construction/demolition projects the DEA should address: proper handling of
hazardous materials removal and disposal (asbestos, PCBs, lead from paint), and waste
management (e.g., reuse or recycling as opposed to landfill dumping); wastewater
management, indoor air quality, energy and water conservation (e.g., low flow toilets,
energy efficient windows and doors, efficient lighting, etc.); other pollution prevention
measures (e.g., use of materials with recycled content) as well as impacts to noise, traffic,
air and water quality, wildlife and vegetation (could any endangered or threatened species
be impacted?), erosion, sedimentation control, and impacts to historic resources.

6. The DEA and draft FONSI should be made available for public inspection at various
public locations. It would be very beneficial to ensure the public is well informed at all
times through frequent public meetings, flyers, announcements and public hearings.

7. The DEA should address the needed and required permits, how to obtain them from
the associated regulatory agencies and how to implement and comply with them.

8. The DEA should address land cleared or forested clear-cut harvested trees and should
describe the type and age of trees present; will the trees be harvested? Concerning
cumulative impacts, recently (in the near past/present/future) how many other sites and
cumulative number of acres of land will or have been cleared at the facility?

9. The DEA should make sure decisions made based on archaeological surveys done in
previous years are still valid.



10. The DEA should address impacts to traditional American Indian resources, if any,
under the various alternatives. Consultation with the American Indian
Tribes/organizations should be made and it should include a list of Tribes and or Native
American Indian Organizations consulted about this project along with their responses
and comments.

11. The DEA should address the Graves and Repatriation Act - (NAGPRA) to identify
National Register-eligible archaeological sites; to ensure proper evaluations are carried
out in order to minimize the adverse impacts to historic properties in the project areas;
and so that in the event burials are located during ground-disturbing activities, the proper
procedures for unexpected discoveries are followed.

12. The FEIS should discuss in some detail if there was any EJ community involvement,
follow-up analyses, and/or outreach efforts performed. Also, what impact will the project
have on minority businesses?

13. In addition to the noise analyses to be done related to the entire site, the DEA should
also discuss what noise effects can be attributed to the temporary (state type and length of
time) demolition and construction that will take place on the site.

14. The DEA should establish the contractor’s procedures for borrow materials which
should be according to local and state sotl conservation rules and regulations to ensure
the quality of the fill to be used and where the fill is borrowed from (to ensure protection
of that environment).

15. If there are any reasons to expect the contractor to encounter any contaminated soils,
this should be discussed in detail in the DEA and the proper studies of the site should be
done along with the corrections before any work on the project is done by the contractor.
In addition, contaminated soils, solid wastes, chemicals and hazardous materials should
be properly handled by licensed contractors and disposed in licensed sanitary landfills
according to the type of waste; that chemicals and hazardous material be disposed of
according to local, state, Federal and Clean Water Act (including RCRA and CERCLA)
rules, regulations, guidelines and requirements.

16. The DEA should address handling of above ground/underground storage tanks
(AST/UST), if any, according to the State and Federal rules regulations and guidelines.
The DEA should address the issue of removing or not removing them and should include
state and federal documentation concurring/not concurring with the final decision.

17. The DEA should address the potential for impacts from air toxics associated with the
project.

18. In general, construction activities should be restricted to existing rights-of-way, if
possible and best management practices should be utilized. Impacts to wetlands,
floodplains, and other sensitive resources should be avoided. If avoidance is not possible,
mitigation must be offered to minimize adverse impacts. If construction must run

through a wetland, the area should be restored to its "natural” state. That is, the affected
area should be returned to its original soil horizon as well as original contours. Also, the
area should be re-vegetated with indigenous species.

If structures must be placed in a floodplain, they should be constructed to
minimize the infiltration/inflow (I/I) of flood waters and should be sturdy enough to
withstand the uplift and velocity forces of such waters. To minimize impacts to prime




farmland and public health, water and sewer lines should not run directly through fields
or obstruct the flow of water to crops. The land should be returned to its original contour
and re-vegetated with indigenous plant life. Ancillary facilities (e.g., pump stations)
should be designed so not to impede the natural flow of flood waters.

Since soil disturbance associated with the demolition and construction would
require disturbance to the existing site soils topography it could generate considerable
amounts of storm water, erosion and environmental harm, the owner should require and
monitor the contractor to apply stringent controls to minimize potential adverse impacts
on wetlands, groundwater, aquifers, creeks/rivers, lakes, ponds, reservoirs, and water
quality per local and sate erosion and sediment rules and guidelines; the Clean Water Act;
the required state and COE permits; the Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain
Management and the Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands. Runoff controls
should be updated periodically for the duration of the construction (e.g., every 2-3
months) and maintained to help ensure success (e.g., silt fences emptied and hay bales
replaced.

19. The DEA should include the latest cumulative impacts (past, present and future and
also the total direct and indirect impacts) analysis as they affect the air quality in the area.
20. The owner should encourage the contractors to maintain and operate all construction
equipment per manufacturer’s specifications and recommendations to minimize air
emissions. The owner should also consider offering incentives for contractors to specify
the use of retrofitted diesel equipment or purchase of available ultra-low diesel fuel in
their bids. The DEA should address the impact of the construction on the air quality if
some of the construction could be done at night.

21. The long-term and indirect impacts of the proposed action should be considered. If
the extension of service to the proposed users could cause further development of an
environmentally sensitive area, alternate alignments/sites should be considered.

22. The EPA suggests the recommendations made by Green Building to be followed
whenever possible. Green or sustainable building is the practice of creating healthier
and more resource-efficient models of construction, renovation, operation,
maintenance, and demolition. Research and experience increasingly demonstrate that
when buildings are designed and operated with their lifecycle impacts in mind, they can
provide great environmental, economic, and social benefits. Elements of Green
Building includes:

e Smart Growth and Sustainable Development

e Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

*  Water Stewardship

e Environmentally Preferable Building Materials and Specifications
* Waste Reduction

¢ Toxics

* [ndoor Environments

You can find more EPA information on Green Building at www.epa.¢cov/greenbuilding”




